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ABSTRACT:	 Designing,	 validating,	 and	 deploying	 learning	 analytics	 tools	 for	 instructors	 or	
students	is	a	challenge	that	requires	techniques	and	methods	from	different	disciplines,	such	as	
software	engineering,	human–computer	interaction,	computer	graphics,	educational	design,	and	
psychology.	 Whilst	 each	 has	 established	 its	 own	 design	 methodologies,	 we	 now	 need	
frameworks	 that	meet	 the	specific	demands	of	 the	cross-disciplinary	space	defined	by	 learning	
analytics	are	needed.	In	particular,	LAK	needs	a	systematic	workflow	for	creating	tools	that	truly	
underpin	 the	 learning	 experience.	 In	 this	 paper,	 we	 present	 a	 set	 of	 guiding	 principles	 and	




design	of	 learning	analytics	visualizations	 that	can	 inform	pedagogical	decisions	or	 intervention	
strategies.	We	illustrate	LATUX	in	a	case	study	of	a	classroom	with	collaborative	activities.	Finally,	

















highlighted	 the	 potential	 impact	 of	 this	 discipline	 to	 enhance	 teaching	 practice	 and	 student	 learning	
(Ferguson,	2012b;	Siemens,	2012;	Siemens	&	Baker,	2012;	Verbert	et	al.,	2013)	but	at	 the	same	time,	
there	is	also	a	recognition	of	the	importance	of	establishing	a	connection	with	other	research	fields	such	
as	 the	 Learning	 Sciences	 (Siemens,	 2012),	 Human–Computer	 Interaction	 (HCI)	 (Verbert	 et	 al.,	 2013),	




of	 LA	 (Ferguson,	 2012b;	 Siemens	 &	 Baker,	 2012),	 describing	 the	 basic	 requirements	 for	 LA	 tools	









processes,	understand	 the	 requirements	 for	 interactive	systems	and	 iteratively	evaluate	 these	as	 they	
are	 built	 (Sommerville,	 2011).	 The	 area	 of	 visualization	 and	 computer	 graphics	 also	 has	 established	
guidelines	for	designing	general	visual	analytics	interfaces	(Thomas	&	Cook,	2006).	Similarly,	the	HCI	and	
User	 Experience	 (UX)	 disciplines	 have	 a	 large	 array	 of	 methods	 for	 establishing	 user	 needs,	 and	
designing	and	evaluating	interfaces	(Hartson	&	Pyla,	2012).	However,	these	methodologies	alone	are	not	
sufficient	for	building	LA	tools	because	they	do	not	take	account	of	the	learning	context.	Dillenbourg	et	
al.	 (2011)	 stated	 that	 traditional	 usability	 testing	 (mostly	 focused	 on	 individual	 or	 group	 interactions	
with	computers)	 is	not	enough	 to	prepare	designs	 for	 the	complexity	of	a	 learning	context.	The	same	
authors	suggested	considering	“usability	at	the	classroom	level.”	For	example,	in	a	classroom,	instructors	














These	 complexities	 point	 to	 the	 need	 for	 new	 design	 methodologies	 for	 LA	 tools,	 providing	 a	
pedagogical	 underpinning	 and	 considering	 the	 different	 actors	 (e.g.,	 instructors	 and	 students),	 the	
dimensions	of	usability	 in	 learning	 contexts	 (Dillenbourg	et	 al.,	 2011)	 (individuals,	 groups	of	 students,	
and	 the	 classroom),	 the	 learning	 goals,	 data	 sources,	 and	 the	 tasks	 to	 be	 accomplished.	 This	 paper	
presents	LATUX	(Learning	Awareness	Tools	—	User	eXperience),	a	workflow	for	designing	and	deploying	
awareness	 tools	 for	 technology-enabled	 learning	 settings.	 By	awareness	 tools,	we	 refer	 to	 those	 that	
provide	 a	 user	 (instructor)	 with	 an	 enhanced	 level	 of	 awareness	 of	 what	 other	 actors	 (students)	 are	
doing	 in	 the	 learning	 space.	 The	workflow	extends	well-established	design	 approaches	 for	developing	
user	 interfaces	 (UIs)	 by	 integrating	 the	 pedagogical	 requirements,	 collecting	 the	 relevant	 data	 from	
students,	 and	 evaluating	 the	 awareness	 tools.	 The	 evidence	 supporting	 the	 design	 of	 the	 LATUX	
workflow	is	illustrated	with	a	case	study	of	the	iterative	development	of	visualizations	for	in-classroom	
technology-enabled	 group	 activities	 to	 assist	 instructors	 in	 monitoring	 student	 collaboration	 and	
progress	(Martinez-Maldonado,	2014).	
	
The	 rest	 of	 the	 paper	 is	 organized	 as	 follows:	 The	 next	 section	 provides	 an	 overview	 of	 the	 current	
related	 LA	 methods	 followed	 by	 a	 brief	 description	 of	 the	 most	 relevant	 methods	 for	 interface	
development	 and	 evaluation	 used	 in	 SE	 and	 HCI.	 Then,	we	 define	 the	 LATUX	workflow,	with	 its	 four	
principles	 and	 five	 stages.	 The	workflow	 is	 illustrated	 in	 the	 final	 section	 in	 terms	of	 the	 iterations	of	
design,	evaluation,	and	the	deployment	of	visualizations	of	student	group	activity	in	our	case	study.		
	
2 RELATED WORK 
 
2.1 Awareness Tools: Visual Analytics, Learner Models and Dashboards 
	
There	 has	 been	 growing	 interest	 in	 the	 use	 of	 visual	 representations	 and	 interaction	 techniques	 that	
exploit	 the	 human	 perception	 to	 let	 instructors	 or	 institutional	 decision	 makers	 see,	 explore,	 and	
understand	 a	 varied	 range	 of	 sources	 of	 student	 data	 simultaneously	 (Duval	 et	 al.,	 2015;	 Kay	&	 Bull,	
2015;	Ritsos	&	Roberts,	2014).	This	area	has	been	called	Visual	Learning	Analytics,	making	allusion	to	the	
more	 general	 field	 of	 Visual	 Analytics	 (Thomas	 &	 Cook,	 2006)	 that	 focuses	 on	 the	 provision	 of	
interactive,	 visual	 support	 for	 assessment,	 planning	 and	decision	making	 in	 general.	Nevertheless,	 for	
the	 case	 of	 learning	 and	 teaching,	 a	 number	 of	 visual	 tools	 have	 been	 targeted	 to	 help	 teachers,	
learners,	and	other	stakeholders	gain	awareness	of,	analyze,	or	reflect	on	relevant	traces	of	the	learning	
activity	 collected	 from	 the	 various	 learning	 spaces	 where	 students	 interact.	 These	 tools	 include,	 for	












to	 identify	 the	 real	value	of	visualizations	when	used	 in	 real	 learning	contexts,	and	 the	 impact	on	 the	
learning	 experience.	 The	 trade-off	 to	 consider	 is	 between	 the	 relevance	 of	 the	 data	 that	 might	 be	
presented	and	the	manageable	level	of	complexity	for	the	stakeholders,	in	the	context	where	they	make	
use	 of	 the	 LA	 tool.	 For	 example,	 in	 visualizations	 provided	 to	 instructors	 to	 estimate	 academic	 risk,	
Ochoa	 (2015)	 identified	 the	 need	 to	 include	 a	 sense	 of	 the	 accuracy	 or	 source	 of	 uncertainty.	 These	
visualizations	provide	instructors	with	a	nuanced	description	of	the	underlying	results	produced	by	the	
algorithms.	 What	 is	 the	 actual	 impact	 of	 including	 this	 information	 in	 a	 visualization?	 How	 are	 the	
instructors	 affected?	 These	 questions	 can	 be	 applied	 generically	 as	 in	 other	 visualizations,	 such	 as	
networks	 to	 represent	 short	 answers	 (Bakharia	 &	 Dawson,	 2015),	 visualization	 of	 tags	 previously	
collected	 by	 students	 in	 a	 learning	 environment	 (Niemann	 et	 al.,	 2015),	 networks	 of	 aggregated	
concepts	 derived	 from	 collaborative	writing	 (Hecking	&	 Hoppe,	 2015),	 or	 interactions	 captured	 in	 an	
interactive	surface	(Charleer,	Klerkx,	&	Duval,	2015).	
	
The	main	 challenge	 for	 creating	 such	 a	 framework	 is	 to	make	 it	 generic	 enough	 to	 apply	 to	 the	wide	






2.2 Learning Analytics Methods for Pedagogical Intervention 
 
Technology-enabled	 learning	environments,	whether	online	or	 face-to-face	 in	 the	classroom,	have	 the	
advantage	of	capturing	copious	amounts	of	data	left	in	students’	digital	footprints	(Duval,	2011;	Greller	
&	Drachsler,	2012).	When	this	data	is	made	accessible	to	instructors,	 it	can	provide	valuable	evidence-
based	 insights	 into	 student	 learning.	 Using	 data-mining	 techniques,	 the	 data	 captured	 from	 student	
interactions	 can	 be	 aggregated	 and	 analyzed	 by	 instructors	 to	 make	 better-informed	 pedagogical	
decisions.	 For	 example,	 data	 on	 student	 use	 of	 a	 Learning	 Management	 System	 (LMS)	 can	 reveal	
patterns	of	student	engagement	with	certain	tools	 (Beer,	 Jones,	&	Clark,	2012;	Macfadyen	&	Dawson,	
2010).	However,	these	patterns	are	best	understood	by	instructors	when	made	available	and	visualized	
through	 user-friendly	 and	 intuitive	 LA	 tools.	 The	 challenge	 is	 to	 offer	 a	 low	 effort	 start-up	 for	 non-
technical	users	while	offering	additional	functionality	for	more	advanced	users	(Siemens,	2012).		
	
The	 target	audience	 for	 LA	 tools	must	be	considered	during	 the	design	process	 to	ensure	 the	 insights	
gleaned	from	the	data	become	actionable	(Olmos	&	Corrin,	2012).	In	the	case	of	course-level	analytics,	
visualization	tools	should	highlight	the	intended	learning	goals	identified	by	the	instructor	and	whether	
these	 have	 been	 achieved	 (Gluga	 et	 al.,	 2013),	 or	 even	 allow	 instructors	 to	 apply	 the	 performance	
indicators	appropriate	for	their	learning	context	(Dyckhoff	et	al.,	2012).	The	ability	to	observe	whether	
students	are	engaging	with	a	learning	tool	or	progressing	as	intended	allows	instructors	to	identify	when	






environments	 (Dyckhoff	 et	 al.,	 2012)	 and	 in	 large	 classes.	 For	 example,	 Social	 Networks	 Adapting	
Pedagogical	Practice	(SNAPP)	represents	student	interactions	within	an	online	discussion	forum	to	help	
instructors	identify	when	to	consult	with	students	who	are	not	engaging	or	when	to	change	the	nature	




tools	 to	 visualize	 student	 activity	 at	 the	 course-level	 are	 needed	 to	 inform	 instructors	 about	 their	
students’	 learning	behaviour,	there	is	 limited	research	on	effective	workflows	for	designing	such	tools,	




2.3 Designing User Interfaces  
 
Several	methodologies	have	evolved	over	many	years,	to	facilitate	the	process	of	software	development	
and,	 specifically,	 user	 interface	 design.	 From	 a	 general	 SE	 perspective,	 these	 methodologies	 are	
commonly	 known	 as	 lifecycles	 (Sommerville,	 2011)	 which,	 for	 example,	 may	 include	 waterfall,	 spiral	
development,	prototyping,	and	extreme	programming	approaches.	The	purpose	of	the	lifecycles	in	HCI	
is	 to	help	designers	develop	more	efficiently	and,	 for	 the	case	of	user	 interfaces,	 to	enhance	 the	user	
experience.	In	other	words,	the	lifecycles	provide	best	practices	for	developers	and	designers.		
	
The	 lifecycles	 in	 both	 SE	 and	 HCI	 disciplines	 have	 similar	 structures	 and	 activities.	 These	 include	
requirement	 identification,	 design,	 and	 evaluation.	 However,	 the	 methodologies	 for	 designing	 user	
interfaces	in	SE	and	HCI	have	been	formulated	almost	independently	(Hartson	&	Pyla,	2012).	There	are	a	
number	 of	 different	 HCI	 lifecycles,	 such	 as	Mayhew’s	 usability	 lifecycle,	 the	 Star	 lifecycle,	 the	 LUCID	
framework	 of	 interaction	 design,	 and	 the	Wheel	model	 (Hartson	 &	 Pyla,	 2012).	 The	 latter	 is	 a	more	
recent	 elaboration	 of	 the	 iterative	 process	 model	 for	 usability	 engineering	 that	 provides	 a	 general	

















environments;	 2)	 users	 should	 be	 involved	 throughout	 the	 design;	 3)	 the	 design	 should	 be	 driven	 by	
user-centred	 evaluation;	 4)	 the	 process	 is	 iterative;	 5)	 the	 design	 should	 address	 the	 whole	 user	
experience;	and	6)	the	design	team	should	be	multidisciplinary	in	terms	of	skills	and	perspectives.		
	
The	 LATUX	 workflow	 is	 based	 on	 this	 standard,	 and	 the	 evaluation-centred	 UX	 model	 (the	 Wheel)	
lifecycle	 concept	 (Hartson	 &	 Pyla,	 2012).	 Its	 novelty	 resides	 in	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 instantiates	 the	 user	
experience	 lifecycle	 with	 specific	 evaluation	 stages	 and	 requirements	 for	 designing	 awareness	 tools	
aimed	at	 improving	 the	 learning	experience,	using	data	captured	 from	students’	activity	with	 learning	
technologies.	
	
2 THE LATUX WORKFLOW 
 





2.1 LATUX Principles 
 
Based	 on	 LA	 literature	 and	 our	 first-hand	 experience,	 we	 identified	 a	 set	 of	 principles	 to	 take	 the	
workflow	beyond	generic	development	lifecycles.	These	principles	are:		
	
Principle	 1:	 The	 development	 process	 in	 LA	 has	 a	 strong	 research	 component.	 In	 traditional	 software	
design,	development	is	commonly	based	on	iterative	requirements	elicitation.	The	classic	UX	approach	
involves	 exploring	 the	 design	 space	 and	 gaining	 feedback	 iteratively,	with	 careful	 evaluation	 on	 each	
iteration.	By	contrast,	developing	effective	awareness	tools	for	 learning	settings	also	requires	research	
to	explore	 the	new	possibilities	 that	 learner	data	 can	offer	 to	 support	 instructors.	As	with	every	 field	
that	 has	 been	 revolutionized	 by	 technology,	 LA	 tools	 can	 have	 a	 transformative	 role	 in	 education,	 in	
addition	to	 improving	its	processes.	Research	needs	to	be	carried	out	concurrently	to	understand	how	
these	 changes	 can	 take	 place.	 At	 the	 current	 state-of-the-art,	 there	 is	 a	 prominent	 gap	 between	
research	and	practice	in	LA	(Siemens,	2012)	indicating	the	importance	of	this	principle	in	the	proposed	






aspect	highlights	 the	need	 to	go	beyond	 standard	usability.	 Testing	with	a	 small	number	of	users	 is	 a	
general	 method	 to	 evaluate	 interfaces	 and	 user	 experience.	 However,	 for	 awareness	 tools,	 the	










of	 authentic	 learning	 contexts,	 while	 moving	 towards	 the	 deployment	 of	 the	 tool	 in-the-wild	 (the	
classroom).		
	





of	 just	 the	user	 interface	of	 the	awareness	tool	 itself	 (in	 isolation),	 the	evaluation	should	consider	the	
tool	in	the	context	of	the	learning	setting	and	its	further	impact	on	the	actual	learning-related	activities	
—	e.g.,	student	retention,	change	in	 learning	behaviour	(Verbert	et	al.,	2013),	or	 instructor’s	attention	




the	 design	 of	 LA	 tools	 has	 an	 additional	 dimension	 for	 evaluation;	 i.e.,	 making	 sense	 of	 the	 student	
activity	data	or	interpreting	it	in	order	to	inform	pedagogical	decisions.	A	crucial	part	of	the	design	and	
evaluation	 process	 includes	 the	 ways	 to	 distill	 data,	 present	 it,	 and	 validate	 it	 according	 to	 the	
pedagogical	elements	of	learning	and	instruction	(Knight,	Buckingham	Shum,	&	Littleton,	2013)	including	
representation,	 purpose,	 timing,	 context,	 learning	 goals,	 teaching	 goals,	 epistemic	 beliefs,	 and	
assessment	approaches.	For	example,	a	specific	data	visualization	may	enlighten	instructors	when	they	
reflect	 on	 student	 progress	 over	 the	 semester,	 but	 the	 same	 visualization	 may	 be	 useless	 in	 the	
classroom,	or	 in	other	 learning	contexts.	Thus,	the	design	process	should	not	only	deal	with	questions	
about	what	data	to	present	and	how	that	data	should	be	presented,	but	also	where	and	how	it	will	be	
used.	 While	 the	 evaluation	 in	 terms	 of	 usability	 and	 user	 experience	 still	 applies	 for	 LA	 tools,	 the	
workflow	 presented	 in	 this	 paper	 is	 not	 a	 software	 development	 or	 user	 experience	 lifecycle.	 This	
process	incorporates	and	draws	on	the	body	of	knowledge	about	learning	contexts	such	as	the	learning	
cycle,	where	the	students’	 learning	activity	or	 instruction	 is	 the	focus	of	attention.	Further,	 the	design	
and	 evaluation	 of	 LA	 tools	 should	 be	 connected	 to	 both	 the	 context	 of	 the	 learning	 activity	 and	 the	
context	of	usage.		
	



















the	 unexplored	 possibilities	 that	 could	 be	 investigated.	 This	 can	 also	 lead	 to	 the	 consideration	 of	
multidisciplinary	knowledge	or	expertise	needed	for	the	development	of	the	learning	analytics	solution.	
For	 example,	 basic	 knowledge	 about	 information	 visualization	 is	 key	 when	 designing	 a	 dashboard;	





other	 relevant	 stakeholders	 including	 faculties,	 departments,	 the	 whole	 institution,	 researchers,	
corporations,	and	government	funders.	From	a	SE	perspective,	stakeholder	identification	is	a	basic	step	
for	 successful	 design	 (Sommerville,	 2011).	 Hence,	 the	 design	 of	 LA	 tools	 should	 adopt	 this,	 carefully	
identifying	the	target	stakeholders.		
	
Once	 the	 stakeholders	 have	 been	 identified,	 the	 available	 data	 sources	 will	 need	 to	 be	 considered.	
According	 to	Verbert	 et	 al.	 (2013),	 to	date,	 research	on	 LA	has	mostly	 focused	on	using	 student	data	
linked	to	resource	usage,	interaction	time,	number	of	artefacts	created,	collaborative	interactions,	and	
task	 results.	 By	 contrast,	 assessing	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 data	 displayed	 in	 awareness	 tools	 has	 not	 been	
deeply	 explored.	 In	 addition,	 there	 are	many	 additional	 data	 sources	 that	 can	offer	 new	 insights	 into	




include	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	 feasibility	 and	 trade-offs	 of	 considering	 alternative	 data	 sensors	 used	 to	
capture	more	 complete	 student	 data.	 Currently,	most	 LA	 solutions	 are	 based	 on	 application	 logs	 and	
forms	of	audio	and	video	capture.	The	problem	definition	should	include	the	analysis	of	the	implications	






















learner’s	 rights,	 the	 student’s	 data	 ownership,	 and	 ethical	 issues	 that	 can	 emerge	 and	which	 can	 be	
specifically	relevant	 for	 learning	analytics	 (Ferguson,	2012a;	Siemens,	2012).	Slade	and	Prinsloo	(2013)	
stated	 that	 it	 is	 important	 to	 understand	 both	 the	 opportunities	 and	 ethical	 challenges	 of	 learning	
analytics,	which	are	socially	and	epistemologically	shaped	by	the	educational	context	and	purpose	of	the	













statement	 or	 disclaimer.	 The	 de-identification	 of	 student	 data	 can	 also	 be	 required	 to	 accomplish	
specific	purposes	 (e.g.,	 for	 sharing	data	with	 third-party	entities	or	 for	 conducting	 research).	All	 these	
concerns	 must	 be	 addressed	 within	 the	 constraints	 of	 national	 and	 broader	 privacy	 legislation.	 This	
broadly	considers	that	the	learners	should	be	able	to	access	their	data	and	be	in	control	of	its	uses.	But	
the	 understanding	 of	 appropriate	 use	 of	 learning	 data	 is	 still	 evolving.	 Broad	 principles	 for	 ethical	
management	 of	 learning	 data	 in	 MOOCs	 were	 established	 at	 the	 Asilomar	 Convention	 for	 Learning	









the	 impact	 of	 such	 actions	 are	 also	 an	 indirect	measure	 of	 the	 effectiveness	 of	 the	 learning	 analytics	
tool.	 These	 include	 usability	 testing,	 measuring	 the	 impact	 on	 teaching,	 learning	 gains,	 reduction	 in	
misconceptions,	 improved	collaboration,	enhanced	instructor	awareness,	reduced	load	on	the	teacher,	
enhanced	management	of	instructor	time,	etc.	In	addition,	the	conditions	in	which	the	evaluation	will	be	





vision	 of	 the	 proposed	 system	 (Hartson	&	 Pyla,	 2012).	 To	 accomplish	 this,	 a	 prototype	must	 contain	
some	 key	 elements	 of	 the	 system	 without	 actually	 building	 the	 system.	 Low-fidelity	 prototypes	 are	
initial,	high-level	representations	of	the	intended	design,	which	may	be	sketched	or	be	illustrated	using	
graphical	wireframe	tools.	They	are	appropriate	when	the	details	of	the	tool	have	not	been	defined	or	
are	 likely	 to	 change,	 so	 the	 construction	 of	 prototypes	 should	 involve	 little	 effort.	 In	 this	 stage,	 we	
propose	 the	 construction	 of	 low-fidelity	 prototypes	 for	 the	 purposes	 of:	 1)	 testing	 a	 wide	 range	 of	
possible	 visualizations	 that	 can	 be	 part	 of	 the	 intended	 awareness	 tool;	 2)	 testing	 usability	 and	 data	
sense	 making	 in	 the	 early	 stages	 of	 the	 design;	 and	 3)	 evaluating	 and	 triggering	 dialogue	 with	
stakeholders	before	actually	implementing	the	LA	tool.	To	achieve	these,	Figure	1	lists	a	set	of	questions	
that	 may	 guide	 a	 designer	 in	 deciding:	 1)	 how	 to	 generate	 and	 evaluate	 low-fidelity	 prototypes	 of	
awareness	 tools	 including	 the	 types	of	 visualizations	 to	be	 generated;	 2)	 the	 strategies	 to	 be	used	 to	
                                                   






initially	 illustrate	 and	 generate	 the	 visualizations;	 3)	 the	 data	 required;	 and	 4)	 how	 the	 evaluation	
strategy	of	the	low-fidelity	prototypes	will	strive	to	mimic	the	use	of	such	visualizations	in	a	real	setting.		
	
In	 LA,	 low-fidelity	 prototyping	may	 focus	 on	 either	 the	 evaluation	 of	 the	 UI	 (user	 interface	 oriented	













it	 is	 easier	 to	 evaluate	 paper-based	 versions	 of	 a	 dashboard	 in	 one-hour	 interviews	 with	 multiple	
instructors	than	when	the	actual	system	is	used).		
	
By	 contrast,	 low-fidelity	 prototypes	 in	 LA	have	many	 limitations	 (see	 Table	 1,	 column	1,	 row	2).	 They	
cannot	replicate	the	connection	between	what	occurs	in	an	environment	and	the	generation	of	data	at	
that	precise	 instant.	 In	 addition,	 these	evaluations	 completely	 ignore	 the	effect	of	 interventions	 (e.g.,	
instructors’	 actions	 or	 provision	 of	 feedback)	 or	 changes	 in	 student	 behaviour.	 They	 also	 afford	 very	
limited	understanding	of	the	user	experience	under	authentic	learning	conditions	(see	Table	1,	column	
1,	rows	3	and	4).	An	alternative	way	to	get	rapid	feedback	in	the	initial	stages	of	design	is	through	the	
use	 of	 Wizard	 of	 Oz	 studies	 (Dahlbäck,	 Jönsson,	 &	 Ahrenberg,	 1993).	 In	 this	 method,	 an	 interface	







include	 details	 of	 either	 the	 appearance	 or	 the	 interaction	 behaviour	 needed	 to	 evaluate	 how	 users	
interact	 with	 the	 tool	 or	 the	 data.	 High-fidelity	 prototypes	 require	 more	 effort	 and	 time,	 but	 the	








For	LA	awareness	 tools	 specifically,	we	discuss	 the	simulation	and	generation	of	student	data	and	the	











or	 instructor	 actions	 are	 still	 ignored.	 Hence,	 the	 simulation	 of	 a	 tools’	 usage	 does	 not	 reflect	 what	
would	actually	happen	in	a	real	environment	where	students	or	the	instructors	can	actively	respond	to	



















experience	 in	pilot	 studies.	A	pilot	 study	 is	 commonly	accomplished	under	conditions	 similar	 to	a	 real	







studies,	 it	 is	also	possible	 to	 test	 the	effect	of	 the	 tool	and	 the	unexpected	events	 that	may	occur	on	
learning	and	instruction	(see	Table	1,	column	3,	first	row).	Figure	1	provides	five	questions	that	should	
be	considered	when	designing	a	pilot	study:	1)	the	types	of	visualizations	that	can	be	generated	in	real-
time	 (e.g.,	 to	 be	 used	 when	 the	 teacher	 wants	 to	 whether	 during	 the	 class	 or	 external);	 2)	 how	
interactivity	with	 the	awareness	 tool	would	be	 supported	during	 the	pilot;	 3)	 strategies	 for	 testing	or	




evaluating	 low-	 or	 high-fidelity	 prototypes	 in	 the	 lab	 (Hartson	 &	 Pyla,	 2012).	 Added	 to	 that,	 results	
obtained	 from	 pilot	 studies	 are	 not	 necessarily	 generalizable.	 Setting	 controlled	 variables	 can	 be	
restrictive;	 depending	on	how	authentic	 the	 learning	 conditions	 are	 (e.g.,	 pilot	 studies	 in	 real	 schools	
may	 impose	 limitations	 on	 the	 range	 of	 items	 that	 can	 be	 evaluated).	 In	 addition,	 the	 amount	 of	





2011).	 In-the-wild	 testing	 consists	 of	 field	 trials	 of	 experimental	 systems	 with	 groups	 of	 subjects	 in	
relatively	unconstrained	 settings	outside	of	 the	 laboratory,	 at	 a	 larger	 scale	and	 for	 a	 longer	duration	
than	 in	 pilot	 studies.	 For	 LA	 research	 and	 practice,	 this	 can	 help	 designers	 recognize	 the	 actual	
deployments	as	another	evaluation	stage	of	user	experience.	Similar	 to	a	pilot	 study,	deployments	 in-
the-wild	provide	an	authentic	 test-bed	 to	analyze	not	only	usability	and	user	experience,	but	also	 the	
usage	 and	 the	 impact	 of	 awareness	 tools	 in	 an	 unpredictable	 learning	 environment	 and	 within	 the	
context	of	the	pedagogical	requirements	and	goals	(see	Table	1,	column	3,	first	row).		
	
The	 actual	 use	 of	 the	 awareness	 tool	 can	 be	 tested,	 considering	 the	 possible	 contingencies	 that	may	
occur.	As	the	authenticity	of	the	setting	is	higher	and	the	duration	of	the	study	can	be	longer	than	a	pilot	
study,	 the	 results	 of	 the	 evaluation	 of	 the	 awareness	 tool	 may	 be	 more	 generalizable	 to	 real	 world	






effect”	 inherent	 in	 introducing	 new	 technology.	 This	 effect	 cannot	 be	 easily	 analyzed	 in	 smaller	 pilot	










literacy	 to	 be	 able	 to	make	 sense	 of	 the	 visualizations	 represented)	 and	 any	 particular	 ethical	 issues	
emerging	 from	 the	 evaluation	 of	 the	 tool	 in-the-wild.	We	 include	 this	 consideration	 at	 this	 stage,	 in	
addition	to	the	first	stage’s	planning,	because	the	earlier	stages	work	towards	a	tool	that	can	be	used	in	





the	 use	 of	 the	 tool	 and	 the	 evaluation.	 Typically,	 they	 offer	 less	 flexibility	 and	 this	 means	 that	 one	
cannot	 ensure	 the	 systematic	 testing	 of	 a	 broad	 coverage	 of	 diverse	 cases.	 By	 contrast,	 a	 lab	 setting	





deployment	 to	 inform	 the	 possible	 tuning	 or	 re-design	 of	 the	 tools.	 This	 invites	 the	 definition	 of	
iterations	 of	 design	 either	 to	 develop	 the	 LA	 tools	 in	 small	 incremental	 steps,	 or	 to	 improve	 certain	
elements	 of	 the	 UI	 or	 data	 processing.	 Mendiburo,	 Sulcer,	 and	 Hasselbring	 (2014)	 highlights	 the	















3 CASE STUDY 
 
We	 illustrate	 our	 workflow	 by	 describing	 the	 iterative	 development	 of	 the	MTDashboard	 (Martinez-
Maldonado,	 Dimitriadis,	 Kay,	 Yacef,	&	 Edbauer,	 2013).	 This	 interactive	 dashboard	was	 designed	 for	 a	
teacher	in	a	multi-tabletop	classroom.	It	aimed	to	help	the	teacher	manage	the	multiple	devices	in	the	












to	 work	 on	 a	 learning	 task	 where	 they	 manipulate	 digital	 media	 while	 communicating	 face-to-face.	
Figure	 2	 (left)	 shows	 three	 students	working	 on	 such	 a	 collaborative	 activity.	 The	main	 requirement,	
from	the	LA	point	of	view,	was	to	generate	an	awareness	tool	(like	the	one	shown	in	Figure	2,	right)	in	






learning	 artefacts	 produced).	 Regarding	 the	 tabletop	 technology,	 there	 has	 been	 little	 research	 on	
sensing	 technology	 to	 capture	 the	 above	 types	 of	 student	 data	 automatically	 in	 face-to-face	 learning	
settings.	Part	of	the	project	included	the	production	of	the	technology	to	recognize	user-differentiated	
touches	on	the	tabletops	automatically	and	to	synchronize	those	with	the	detection	of	audio	activity	by	
the	 learners	 at	 the	 table.	 The	 sensing	 system	CollAid	was	developed	 to	 capture	datasets	 of	 students’	
activity	 at	 an	 interactive	 tabletop,	 to	 provide	 fine-grained	 data	 about	 learner	 activity	 similar	 to	 that	
currently	collected	in	online	learning	environments.	It	records	the	timestamp	of	each	action	performed	
by	 each	 student	 on	 the	multi-touch	 learning	 application.	 CollAid	 can	 also	 determine	which	 student	 is	
speaking	at	 any	 time.	 So	 it	 captures	 the	duration	of	 each	 student	utterance	and	whether	 such	verbal	











Features	 of	 the	 learning	 setting.	 For	 the	 prototyping	 stages	 and	 pilot	 studies,	 the	 learning	 activity	
involved	the	construction	of	a	concept	map	to	tackle	problem	solving	and	case-based	resolution	tasks	
collaboratively.	 Collaborative	 concept	 mapping	 is	 representative	 of	 a	 group	 learning	 activity	 that	
requires	 students	 to	 share	 their	 perspectives,	 visually	 represent	 their	 ideas,	 and	 agree	 on	 a	 group	
solution	 (Chaka,	 2010).	 For	 the	 collaborative	 tasks	 at	 the	 tabletop,	 students	 used	 the	 multi-touch	
concept	map	editor	CMate	(Martinez-Maldonado,	Kay,	&	Yacef,	2010).	For	the	in-the-wild	deployment,	
two	additional	 learning	applications	were	used:	1)	ScriptStorm,	a	brainstorming	application	 (Clayphan,	
Kay,	 &	 Weinberger,	 2013);	 and	 2)	 WellMet,	 a	 tool	 for	 supporting	 project	 management	 meetings.	
Additional	 details	 about	 the	 features	 of	 these	 tools	 can	 be	 found	 in	Martinez-Maldonado,	 Clayphan,	
Ackad,	and	Kay	(2014).	
	
Evaluation.	 In	 this	 project,	 classroom	 instructors	 were	 the	 main	 stakeholders	 and	 source	 of	





3.2 Series of Studies 
 
The	 design	 process	 in	 the	 case	 study	 included	 the	 following	 series	 of	 smaller	 studies,	 which	 support	
Stages	 2	 to	 5	 respectively	 of	 the	 LATUX	 workflow.	 The	 first	 explored	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 candidate	
visualizations	 based	 on	 paper	 prototypes	 (Martinez-Maldonado,	 Kay,	 &	 Yacef,	 2011).	 The	 second	
consisted	 of	 trials	 in	 the	 lab,	 with	 teachers	 analyzing	 real	 student	 data,	 but	 simulating	 classroom	
sessions	(Martinez-Maldonado,	Yacef,	Kay,	&	Schwendimann,	2012).	The	third	included	two	pilot	studies	
in	real	classrooms	conducted	in	two	different	semesters	(Martinez-Maldonado	et	al.,	2013).	The	fourth	






one	 shown	 in	 Figure	 2	 (left).	 The	 learning	 task	 had	 two	 stages:	 first,	 an	 individual	 stage,	where	 each	
group	member	created	their	own	concept	map;	and	then,	a	group	stage,	where	they	came	together	to	
create	 a	 shared	 map	 using	 the	 CMate	 tabletop	 tool.	 The	 data	 for	 the	 study	 was	 collected	 for	 10	
participants	 in	 three	groups,	each	with	 three	or	 four	participants.	Drawing	on	previous	work	on	social	
proxies	 (Erickson	 et	 al.,	 1999),	 equity	 of	 oral	 participation	 and	 decision	 making	 (Bachour,	 Kaplan,	 &	








was	 amongst	 learners.	 The	 visualizations	were	 generated	using	 a	 computer-drawing	 editor.	Details	 of	







meaningfulness	 of	 the	 visualizations	 were	 both	 tested	 using	 the	 prototypes.	 Regarding	 usability,	 an	
instrument	 was	 first	 applied	 to	 investigate	 if	 all	 the	 instructors	 were	 able	 to	 understand	 the	
visualizations.	 Then,	 a	 second	 instrument	 tested	 a	 series	 of	 hypotheses	 that	 questioned	 if	 the	 set	 of	
visualizations	 revealed	 key	 facets	of	 the	 group	 collaboration	processes	 to	 the	 instructors.	 These	were	
about	equity	and	amount	of	participation,	overall	collaboration,	equity	of	 intellectual	contribution,	and	
the	creation	process.	In	order	to	assess	whether	the	visualizations	conveyed	enough	information	about	
group	 work,	 we	 ran	 evaluation	 sessions	 with	 five	 skilled	 instructors,	 each	 with	 experience	 in	
orchestrating	 classroom	 group	 work.	 We	 provided	 each	 instructor	 with	 a	 set	 of	 the	 visualizations	
generated	 from	the	 tabletop	 sessions	of	 two	groups:	A	and	B.	We	also	provided	 the	 final	maps,	 from	
both	 the	 individual	 and	 collaborative	 stages.	 Then,	 we	 invited	 the	 instructors	 to	 respond	 to	 a	 set	 of	
questions	 about	 the	 equity	 of	 participation,	 quantity	 of	 participation,	 the	 collaboration,	 the	 equity	 of	
intellectual	 contribution	of	 the	group	members,	 and	 the	usefulness	of	 the	visualizations	 to	depict	 the	
creation	map	process	in	terms	of	contribution	and	group	work.	We	asked	the	instructors	to	think-aloud	
while	inspecting	the	visualizations,	explain	their	responses,	and	state	which	visualizations	they	used	or	if	
the	 visualizations	 did	 not	 give	 enough	 support	 for	 making	 a	 decision.	 As	 a	 basis	 to	 compare	 the	















Instructors	 were	 able	 to	 use	 the	 visualizations	 to	 answer	 four	 out	 of	 the	 five	 questions.	 This	
demonstrated	 that	 the	 visualizations	 were	 promising	 in	 conveying	 information	 that	 could	 help	










based	prototyping	allowed	exploration	of	 initial	user	experience	 to	drive	 the	design	of	 the	awareness	
tool.	 For	 example,	 the	 evaluation	 described	 above	 demonstrated	 how	 instructors	 can	 identify	
visualizations	that	they	predicted	would	be	useful	in	class	and	distinguished	them	from	others	that	they	
would	 prefer	 to	 use	 for	 post-hoc	 reflection,	 outside	 of	 the	 demands	 and	 time	 pressure	 of	 the	 actual	
classroom.	 This	 informed	 the	 choice	 of	 goals	 in	 the	 following	 studies	 and	 the	 iterative	 design	 of	 the	




Description	of	 the	 study:	Building	on	 the	 results	of	 the	evaluation	of	 low-fidelity	prototypes	described	
above,	in	this	study,	a	high-fidelity	prototype	of	a	dashboard	was	built.	Four	instructors,	all	experienced	
in	using	collaborative	classroom	activities,	were	involved	in	the	early	stages	of	the	dashboard	prototype	
design.	 The	 design	 process	 consisted	 of	 a	 series	 of	 interviews,	 design	 of	 preliminary	 versions	 of	 the	
dashboards,	and	empirical	evaluations	of	both	the	visualizations	in	the	dashboard	and	the	user	interface	
layout.	The	result	was	a	dashboard	designed	to	enable	instructors	to	gain	awareness	of	group	learning	
processes,	 to	 help	 them	 determine	 whether	 groups	 or	 individual	 learners	 needed	 attention.	 The	
interface	showed	four	key	facets	of	group	work:	1)	symmetry	of	activity,	2)	degree	of	 interaction	with	
others’	contributions,	3)	level	of	collaboration,	and	4)	overall	progress	of	the	task.	This	information	was	
displayed	at	 two	 levels	of	detail:	 1)	the	class	 level,	which	 showed	minimal	 information	about	multiple	
groups	at	the	same	time	(with	three	visualizations	per	group);	and	2)	the	detailed	group	level	(based	on	











visualizations	 were	most	 effective	 in	 conveying	 key	 information	 to	 inform	 their	 decisions.	 Controlled	
studies	were	 conducted	 in	 a	 lab	with	 real	 data	 simulating	 classroom	 sessions.	 Student	 data	 captured	
from	four	lab	sessions,	with	university	students	in	groups	of	three,	were	used	in	the	simulations.	Eight	
simulated	sessions	were	run	with	eight	 instructors	(all	different	from	the	previous	evaluation	stage)	to	










evaluation	of	 low-fidelity	 prototypes	 described	 earlier,	 video	 recordings	 of	 each	 group’s	 collaboration	
was	manually	analyzed	by	an	external	observer.  
	
Evaluation	results	 revealed	that	 the	prototype	effectively	enabled	 instructors	 to	 identify	which	groups	
encountered	 problems	 during	 the	 group	 work.	 This	 indicated	 that	 providing	 our	 key	 quantitative	
indicators	of	group	work	was	helpful;	teachers	were	able	to	decide	which	group	needed	their	attention	
and	 to	 provide	 timely	 feedback.	 The	 class	 level	 of	 the	 dashboard	 provided	 information	 from	 the	
beginning	of	the	activity	and	was	used	as	a	decision	making	tool	to	help	teachers	manage	their	attention	
and	 interventions.	 The	detailed	group	 level,	which	 showed	 chronological	 information,	was	 considered	
only	to	be	effective	for	assessing	task	progress	after	class.	Additionally,	our	participants	 indicated	that	
those	 visualizations	 providing	 less	 processed	 data	 were	 more	 effective	 for	 the	 management	 of	 their	
attention	and	intervention.	By	contrast,	they	saw	less	value	in	the	visualizations	generated	using	more	















do	 in	a	real	classroom.	This	helped	them	consider	 if	 they	would	realistically	use	the	awareness	tool	 in	
the	 classroom.	 For	example,	 in	 this	 study	 instructors	were	able	 to	 identify	 the	 key	 features	 that	 gave	
them	clues	indicating	groups	with	collaboration	problems.	Additionally,	evaluating	a	prototype	with	two	
different	 levels	 of	 detail	 of	 student	 data	 provided	 design	 insights	 about	 the	 kind	 of	 information	 that	
should	 or	 should	 not	 be	 delivered	 to	 instructors	 in	 class.	 Providing	 more	 detailed	 information	 to	




Description	 of	 the	 study:	 The	 effectiveness	 of	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 dashboard	 prototype	 in	 the	
classroom	was	validated	in	two	consecutive	semesters	of	authentic	university	level	tutorials. These	two	
pilot	studies	were	conducted	in	two	different	weeks	for	two	courses	(at	a	Business	school)	with	a	single	
instructor	 conducting	 22	 classroom	 sessions	 (14	 and	 8	 sessions	 with	 236	 and	 140	 students	 in	 each,	
respectively).	Similar	to	the	setting	shown	in	Figure	4	(left),	the	classroom	featured	four	interconnected	
interactive	tabletops,	each	logging	student	actions	to	a	central	repository.	All	tabletops	were	enhanced	
with	our	CollAid	 system	 to	 identify	 students	who	 touched	 the	 interactive	 surface,	based	on	overhead	
depth	 sensors	 as	 described	 above.	 The	 instructor	 was	 provided	 with	 a	 handheld	 tablet,	 with	 a	 new	
version	 of	 the	 dashboard	 prototype	 (see	 Figure	 4,	 right).	 This	 showed	 two	 real-time	 selected	
visualizations	 of	 1)	 group	 task	 progress	 (the	 quality	 of	 students’	 work),	 or	 2)	 equity	 of	 student	













in	each	course.	The	class	 sessions	 involved	 small-group	discussions	of	a	previously	defined	case	 study	
and	the	task	required	students	to	represent	their	group	solutions	to	the	posed	case	visually	by	building	a	





and	 attending	 to	 groups,	 and	 notes	 from	 a	 second	 external	 observer	whose	 task	was	 to	 assess	 each	
small	 group’s	 work	 at	 regular	 intervals.	 The	 evaluation	 focused	 on	 investigating	 if	 the	 instructor	
attended	 to	 the	 “lower	achieving”	 groups,	based	on	 the	 information	provided	on	 the	dashboard,	 and	










complexity	 to	 the	 already	multifaceted	 instruction	 activity.	 This	 study	 also	 proved	 that	 an	 instructor	
could	benefit	greatly	from	having	quick	access	to	information	that	is	not	normally	easy	to	access	in	class	
time;	for	example,	aspects	of	the	quality	of	students’	evolving	solutions.	The	realism	of	this	study	made	
it	 difficult	 to	 test	 experimental	 conditions	 (e.g.,	 alternating	 visualizations	 in	 the	 awareness	 tools	 or	







Description	of	 the	study:	Finally,	 the	awareness	 tool	 that	was	 iteratively	built	and	evaluated	 in	 the	 lab	
and	 in	 pilot	 studies	 was	 deployed	 in	 long-term	 classroom	 studies.	 This	 deployment	 consisted	 of	 a	
longitudinal	class	experience	running	across	two	full	university	(semester)	courses	with	four	instructors	
(all	 different	 from	 those	 in	 the	 previous	 evaluation	 stages).	 The	 classroom	 experience	 involved	 145	
students.	The	multi-touch	classroom	ecology	was	used	for	the	majority	of	the	one-hour	weekly	tutorials	
for	the	two	courses.	The	first	was	an	undergraduate	course	on	Human–Computer	 Interaction	that	had	
105	 students	enrolled	distributed	 in	 six	 tutorial	 classes	 taught	by	 three	 instructors.	 The	 second	was	a	






classes	taught	by	two	tutors.	 In	this	study,	a	 full	version	of	 the	awareness	tool	was	provided.	Figure	5	
shows	an	example	screen.	The	 interface	provided	functions	 for	 the	 instructor	 to	control	 the	 tabletops	
and	vertical	displays	in	the	classroom	(Figure	5-A	and	5-B).	For	example,	to	block	all	the	tabletops	so	the	
instructor	could	give	instructions	to	the	students,	to	move	all	the	tabletops	to	a	different	phase	of	the	
class	 task,	or	 to	send	 the	content	of	a	 specific	 tabletop	 to	be	displayed	on	a	classroom	vertical	“wall”	
display.	 It	 also	 showed	 one	 visualization	 per	 group	 (Figure	 5-C)	 and	 it	 included	 the	 provision	 of	
notifications	(squares	with	rounded	corners	around	visualizations	—	Figure	5-D)	that	were	automatically	
triggered	when	misconceptions	were	detected	or	when	groups	achieved	at	least	50%	of	the	task	as	the	









were	 different	 and	 instructors	 had	 to	 follow	 a	 particular	 script.	 Then,	 the	 notion	 of	 a	 script	 and	 a	
visualization	portraying	its	enactment	in	real	time	were	introduced.	The	group	visualizations	had	to	be	
generated	in	this	context,	matching	the	stage	of	the	script	where	the	class	was	up	to,	at	any	given	time.	












each	 course.	 Results	 showed	 how	 the	 different	 instructors	 used	 the	 visualizations	 according	 to	 their	
previous	teaching	experience,	personal	styles	and	each	particular	task	each	week	during	the	courses.	In	
some	weeks	the	dashboard	was	more	crucial,	especially	 in	those	tasks	where	particular	teaching	goals	
had	 to	 be	 accomplished	 (e.g.,	 when	 equal	 contributions	 from	 each	 group	member	were	 expected	 or	
when	instructors	had	to	revise	knowledge	of	particular	topics).	By	contrast,	for	more	open	tasks	such	as	
team	meetings,	 the	workload	 of	 regulating	 the	 class	 sessions	 was	more	 distributed	 among	 students;	
hence,	the	instructors	did	not	have	to	monitor	task	progress	or	group	achievement	explicitly.		
	
Main	 lessons	 learnt:	The	evaluation	of	the	awareness	tool	 in-the-wild	 in	this	 larger	study	gave	 insights	
about	 a	 higher	 degree	of	 generalization	of	 the	 results	 (Brown,	Reeves,	&	 Sherwood,	 2011).	 As	 in	 any	
design	task,	the	visualizations	in	the	dashboard	are	not	necessarily	final.	However,	the	LATUX	processes	
demonstrated	 that	 they	 are	 useful	 and	 meaningful.	 This	 held	 true	 for	 more	 than	 just	 the	 concept	






The	design	of	effective	awareness	 tools,	 similar	 to	other	user	 interfaces,	 calls	 for	an	 iterative	process.	
The	 purpose	 of	 this	 case	 study	 is	 not	 to	 recommend	 all	 the	 details	 of	 these	 visualizations	 and	
dashboards	 themselves.	 For	 this	 there	 has	 been	 nascent	 but	 extensive	 work	 (Verbert	 et	 al.,	 2013).	
Rather,	we	used	it	to	illustrate	the	process	of	designing	and	refining	visual	awareness	tools	that	may	be	








were	 deployed	 in	 a	 classroom	 and	 were	 initially	 evaluated	 with	 prototypes.	 Although	 simple,	 they	
provide	useful	information	to	the	instructor.	It	can	be	observed	that:		
1. There	 was	 a	 tendency	 towards	 minimalism.	 For	 example,	 for	 the	 visualizations	 “radars	 of	
participation”	(see	the	three	visualizations	shown	in	Figure	6,	top	row)	the	first	prototypes	had	
two	triangles	depicting	equity	of	verbal	(blue)	and	touch	(red)	participation	with	the	interactive	
tabletops.	 In	 the	 classroom,	 given	 the	 challenges	 for	 capturing	 clean	 speech	 data,	 the	
visualization	had	to	be	simplified	to	show	just	touch	activity	data	from	the	tabletops	and	names	
of	students	rather	than	symbolic	representations	(coloured	circles).	This	observation	is	partly	in	
line	 with	 the	 data–ink	 ratio	 principle	 (Tufte,	 1983).	 This	 principle	 promotes	 the	 avoidance	 of	
distracting	 elements	 as	 part	 of	 the	 visualizations	 design,	which	 could	 be	 observed	 as	 the	 two	
visualizations	evolved	in	each	iteration.	The	principle	also	promotes	the	non-redundant	display	
of	 data-information,	which	 could	 be	 observed	 in	 the	 evolution	 of	 the	 radars	 of	 participation.	
However,	 some	 redundancy	 remained	 in	 the	 last	 design	 of	 the	 contribution	 charts	 (e.g.,	 the	
number	of	links	represented	both	as	a	number	and	as	a	coloured	area). 	
2. Additionally,	there	was	an	increased	focus	on	higher-level	indicators	and	less	on	accountability.	
For	 example,	 for	 the	 “contribution	 charts”	 (see	 the	 three	 visualizations	 shown	 in	 Figure	 6,	
bottom	 row),	 the	 pie	 chart	 used	 for	 the	 prototypes	was	 simplified	 to	 indicate	 the	 size	 of	 the	
solution	 (outer	 orange	 circle,	 in	 the	 rightmost	 visualization)	 and	 the	 portion	 that	 matched	
essential	 elements	 expected	 by	 the	 instructor	 (the	 inner	 yellow	 circle)	 instead	 of	 individual	
contributions	depicted	by	the	slices	of	the	pie	chart.		




4 CONCLUSIONS AND RESEARCH AGENDA 
 
The	 design	 of	 effective	 LA	 tools	 requires	 the	 convergence	 of	methodologies	 from	multiple	 disciplines	
such	 as	 software	 engineering,	 human–computer	 interaction,	 and	 education.	 Even	 though	 these	
disciplines	provide	guidelines	and	frameworks	to	guide	designers	towards	effective	designs	and	systems,	
the	LA	community	may	benefit	 from	paradigms	that	reflect	 its	additional	and	specific	multidisciplinary	
needs.	 There	 is	 a	 need	 for	 systematic	 processes	 to	 tackle	 the	 critical	 challenge	 of	 designing	 effective	
interfaces	for	LA	applications.	Our	work	set	out	to	tackle	the	recognized	need	for	a	principled	approach	




LATUX	 workflow	 calls	 for	 an	 iterative	 process,	 with	 five	 stages	 that	 build	 towards	 the	 objective	 of	
producing	 robust	 tools	 suitable	 for	 large-scale	 adoption,	 and	 based	 on	 the	 combination	 of	 well-












tools	 for	 tabletop	 classrooms.	However,	 this	 is	 largely	 due	 the	 significant	 effort	 needed	 to	work	with	
very	untried	 learning	technology.	We	wanted	to	harness	the	digital	 footprints	 from	students’	 touch	of	
the	 tabletops	 and	 the	 recorded	 audio	 of	 their	 conversations.	 This	meant	 that	we	 tackled	 the	process	
from	a	very	 fundamental	 starting	point:	 the	development	of	 the	data	collection	technology.	For	many	
valuable	uses	of	 LA,	 there	are	established,	well	 understood	data	 sources.	 For	 such	data	 sources	 (e.g.,	










stage.	Notably,	 it	 is	 likely	to	be	valuable	to	improve	the	primitives	for	linking	learning	outcomes	to	the	
available	 data.	 We	 then	 need	 case	 studies	 that	 move	 through	 the	 other	 four	 stages.	 The	 LATUX	
workflow	has	a	role	to	play	in	supporting	this	exploration.	In	the	long	term,	we	expect	that	a	set	of	core	
classes	of	requirements	will	emerge.	For	example,	many	online	learning	tools	could	usefully	provide	LA	
tools	 that	 show	 student	 progress	 in	 the	 set	 learning	 objectives.	 This	 is	 similar	 to	 our	 tool	 showing	
progress	 in	 creating	 the	 teacher’s	 target	 elements	 in	 the	 concept	 maps,	 as	 well	 as	 anticipated	
misconceptions.		
	
We	 emphasize	 that	 our	 contribution	 is	 the	 process.	 In	 addition,	 the	 series	 of	 case	 studies	 discussed	
represent	a	valuable	foundation	for	creating	tools	for	teachers	to	use	for	classrooms	that	involved	small	
group	learning	activities	where	data	is	available	about	individual	contributions	and	about	the	progress	of	
the	 group	 task.	 These	 findings	 are	 likely	 to	 be	 useful	 for	 other	 contexts	 that	 share	 the	 same	 goal	 of	
enabling	 a	 teacher	 to	 see	 the	 progress	 of	 multiple	 small	 groups	 and	 to	 decide	 how	 to	 direct	 her	
attention	 to	 groups	 that	 most	 require	 it.	 This	 may	 also	 be	 useful	 for	 online	 collaborative	 learning	
activities,	with	multiple	small	groups	and	set	class	times.	
	
The	 LATUX	 workflow	 has	 been	 supported	 with	 a	 series	 of	 case	 studies	 on	 the	 development	 of	 an	
awareness	 tool	 for	 instructors	 to	 observe	 small	 group	 interactions	 in	 a	 classroom.	 Even	 though	 the	
studies	discussed	 involve	 rather	 leading-edge	 technology	 (e.g.,	 interactive	 tabletops),	 the	core	 lessons	






technology.	Further	work	 is	needed	 to	validate	 the	application	of	 the	workflow	 in	blended	and	online	
learning	 environments,	 and	 explore	 cases	 where	 awareness	 tools	 are	 given	 to	 students	 or	 other	
stakeholders.	 Future	work	 is	 also	needed	on	aligning	 the	 LA	 solutions	with	 the	design	of	 the	 learning	
activities	(including	the	configuration	of	tools,	tasks,	and	pedagogical	strategies)	to	support	 instructors	
more	effectively.	We	believe	that	this	work	is	an	initial	step	towards	much	needed	research	to	provide	
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